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SUBIECT : FINAL AUDIT REPORT

Audit of Gaining Early Awarencss and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
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Attached 1s our subject final report that covers the results of our Audit of Gaining Early
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduare Programs. The purpose of our audit was to
determine if the Department had implemented adequate management controls to administer the
GEAR UP program in accordance with legislative, regulatory, and its own internal
administrative requirements. We focused on the FY 2000 grant competition from the
development of the application Technical Review Plan i the awarding of grant funds. Please
provide us with your final response to each recommendation within 60 days of the date of this
report indicating what corrective actions you have taken or plan, and related milestones.

Although, this audit report pertains to the GEAR UP only, as a precautionary measure, we
encourage the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPL) Assistant Secretary to perform an
internal check of the various other program offices within the Policy, Planning, and Innovation.
This internal review should address the extent to which those offices are adhering to the general
recommendations in this audit report (i.e., ensuring that GPOS knows of changes to program
staff and officials with warrant authority; staff are adhering to technical review plans and
monitoring plans, and completing necessary steps to reviewing eligibility prior to awarding
grants). While a self-check type of review is not a substitute for an external audit, it could
provide OPE management with an internal control activity to permit the early detection of
similar matters within other Department of Education components.

In accordance with Office of Management and Budget Circular A-50, we will keep this audit
report on the Office of Inspector General (O1G) list of unresolved audits until all open issues
have been resolved. Any reports unresolved after 180 days from date of issuance will be shown
as overdue in the O1G's Semiannual Report to Congress.

400 MARYLAND AVE,, S'W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-1510
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Please provide the Supervisor, Post Audit Group, Office of Chicf Financial Officer and the
Office of Inspector General with quarterly status reports on promised corrective actions until all
such actions have been completed or continued follow-up is unnecessary.

In accordance with the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. §552), reports issued by the Office
of Inspector General are available, if requested, to members of the press and general public (o the
extent information contained therein is not subject to exemptions in the Act.

We appreciate the cooperation given us in the review. Should you have any questions
concerning this report, please call William Allen, Regional Inspector General for Audit, Region
VI, at (816) 880-4024.
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Audit of Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate
Programs

Executive Summary

We found that the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department) Gaining Early Awareness
and Readiness for Undergraduate Program (GEAR UP) office did not establish and follow
management controls necessary to assure that it administered the program in accordance with
legidative, regulatory and internal administrative requirements. Effective management controls
help safeguard assets, ensure the reliability of accounting data, promote efficient operations, and
ensure compliance with established policies.

Specifically, we found that the Department did not assure that:

GEAR UP officials informed Grants Policy and Oversight Service (GPOS) when changes
were made with GEAR UP program staff and officials holding warrant authority,

GEAR UP program staff followed the Department’ s Technical Review Plan in reviewing
budget data submitted by applicants prior to awarding grant funds,

GEAR UP officias established and implemented a monitoring plan as prescribed in the
Technical Review Plan,

GEAR UP program staff completed the necessary steps to determine eligibility prior to
awarding grant funds, and

GEAR UP program staff adequately reviewed the completed technical review forms and
panel summary sheets for completion and mathematical accuracy as required by the
Technical Review Plan.

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require that GEAR UP
officials and staff follow:

1. Policiesand procedures in place to inform GPOS when changes are made to warrant status of
GEAR UP program staff and officials;
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2. Procedures in reviewing budgets for assurance that all expenditures and matching costs are
allowable according to applicable federal regulatiors;

3. ED Directive, GPA 1-101 — Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative Agreements
issued March 24, 1994, and prepare a strategic monitoring plan, annual monitoring plan, and
annual report as a means of providing assurance that Federal grant funds are being
safeguarded,;

4. Proceduresin place to determine igibility of applications prior to consideration for funding;
and

5. Control proceduresin place to ensure that all reviews of applications are conducted in
accordance with guidelines established by GEAR UP officials.

Officials of the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Program did not
provide any additional comments to the draft audit report. Appendix A to this report contains the
Department’ s initial response, dated April 23, 2001, to our preliminary findings.
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Audit Results

We found that GEAR UP officials did not establish and follow management controls necessary
to assure that they administered GEAR UP in accordance with legidative, regulatory and internal
administrative requirements. GEAR UP officials did not assure that: (1) GPOS was notified
when changes were made with GEAR UP program staff holding warrants, (2) program staff
followed the Department’ s Technical Review Plan in reviewing budget data submitted by
applicants prior to awarding grant funds, (3) a monitoring plan was established and implemented
as prescribed in the Technical Review Plan, (4) program staff completed the steps necessary to
determine eligibility prior to awarding grant funds, and (5) progam staff adequately reviewed
the technical review forms and panel summary sheets for completion and mathematical accuracy
as required by the Technical Review Plan.

Finding No. 1 - GEAR UP Officias Did Not Notify GPOS of Changes Regarding
Warrants Issued to GEAR UP Personnel

Grants Policy and Oversight Service (GPOS) were not provided changes of Gaining Early
Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) personnel in order to
provide an accurate list of program officials and staff that have warrant authority to obligate
GEAR UP grant funds. The list provided by GPOS did not identify the name of the official who
obligated the funding for the 2000 grants. In addition, we found former GEAR UP program staff
and aformer GEAR UP official listed as still holding warrant authority under the GEAR UP
program.

The policy Procedures to Obtain A Warrant to Obligate Discretionary Grant Funds established
by the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) states that the Department authorizes the
Principal Office's (PO) Senior Officer to designate certain persons to obligate grant funds. To
obligate the funds that person or persons must obtain an official warrant signed and issued by the
Director of the OCFO’'s GPOS. In addition, it is the resporsibility of the Executive Office to
notify GPOS when it wants to revise or cancel a warrant when the person transfers or leaves the
Department.
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GEAR UP officials did not inform GPOS when changes were made with GEAR UP program
staff holding warrants. 1t is the responsibility of the Executive Office to notify GPOS when
revisions or cancellations of warrants are necessary, including changes in programs for which
warrants can be authorized and authorization amounts. GEAR UP officials were not maintaining
the necessary management and quality controls to safeguard Federal discretionary grant funds.
The lack of accurate warrant lists could result in the unauthorized obligation of discretionary
grant funds.

When we brought this matter to the attention of Department officials, they did not fully concur.
The Department stated that the person who had obligated the FY 2000 funds held a warrant of
the correct size for the Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE). Therefore, this official had
authority to obligate the GEAR UP funds. As discussed in the body of the finding, without the
necessary controls to assure an accurate listing of officials who are authorized to obligate
particular discretionary grant funds, these funds could be obligated inappropriately. The
obligation of FY 2000 GEAR UP grant funds was one aspect of the overall finding. In addition
to this officia not being identified on the list provided to us from GPOS officias, we aso found
that former GEAR UP staff, as well as one former Department of Education employee were still
listed as having current warrant authority under the GEAR UP program. According to
documentation from GPOS, it is the responsibility of the Executive Office to request revision or
cancellation of awarrant when the person transfers or leaves the Department.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require that:

1.1 GEAR UP officias adhere to current policies and procedures to inform GPOS when
changes are made to GEAR UP staff and officials with authority to obligate discretionary
grant funds (warrant status).

1.2  GEAR UP officials provide an updated list to reflect only the current GEAR UP warrants
issued to GEAR UP officials, thereby deleting program staff members who are no longer
assigned to GEAR UP.
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Finding No.2 — GEAR UP Officials Did Not Review Budgets Prior to Awarding
Grant Funds

We found that GEAR UP staff did not follow the Department’s Technical Review Planin
reviewing budget data submitted by applicants prior to awarding grant funds. Program staff
informed us that proposed budgets included in the grant applications were not reviewed until
after the funding slate had been approved and the awards had been made. As part of the overall
grant application, for a grantee to be considered, the application must include a section detailing
its proposed budget for the project. The GEAR UP application booklet (2000) indicates that 15
out of the 100 possible points available would be given for “ Adequacy of Resources.” In
determining the adequacy of resources, the Secretary considers the following factors:

The adequacy of support, including facilities, equipment, supplies and other
resources, from the applicant organization or the lead applicant organization.
The relevance and demonstrated commitment of each partner in the proposed
project to the implementation and success of the project.

The extent to which the costs are reasonable in relation to the number of
persons to be served and the anticipated results and benefits.

The potential for continued support of the project after Federal funding ends,
including, as appropriate, the demonstrated commitment of appropriate
entities to such support.

GEAR UP program staff did not obtain a determination of whether the proposed expenditures
and partner resources were alowable prior to awarding grants funds. Thisis contrary to
Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) § 74.25(a), which says
that the budget plan for the project is approved during the award process.

Each step in the Technical Review Plan needs to be completed to ensure the integrity of the
award process and that all grant applications being considered meet applicable criteria. By not
following its own written plan, GEAR UP management could approve a grant application that
does not meet all of the elements of an eligible entity. It is the responsibility of GEAR UP
management to assure that program staff follows the Technical Review Plan in its entirety before
awarding grant funds.
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Recommendation

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require:

21  GEAR UP officials and staff to follow its procedures in reviewing budgets for assurance
that all expenditures and matching costs are allowable according to applicable federa
regulations.

Finding No. 3 — The GEAR UP Program Did Not Have a Plan for Monitoring
Grant Activity

We found that the Department had not followed the ED Directive, GPA1-101 — Monitoring
Discretionary Grants and Cooperative Agreements, and its own Technical Review Plan, in the
area of developing and implementing a monitoring plan.

ED Directive, GPA 1-101 — Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative
Agreements provides a framework for monitoring discretionary grants and cooperative
agreements in the Department of Education by establishing Department-wide standards
that give general guidance to Principa Officers for preparing their monitoring plans and
reports; developing monitoring methods, instruments, and procedures that are appropriate
to each Principal Office; using information obtained through monitoring to improve
program performance and service; meeting legidative intent; and achieving the goal of
improving education. The directive indicates that al Principal Offices must develop and
maintain a Strategic Monitoring Plan and an Annua Monitoring Plan. Further each
Principal Offices must also submit an annual report as a means of providing assurance
that Federal grant funds are being safeguarded.

The Technical Review Planfor State and Partnership Grants for FY 2000 states that a
plan will be established to implement program staff monitoring and technical assistance.

At the time of our review, GEAR UP management had not committed to monitoring grant funds
nor had they followed their own Technical Review Plan. GEAR UP officials and program staff
informed us that a monitoring policy did not exist at the time of our review. GEAR UP program
staff stated that providing technical assistance to grantees, not monitoring, was their primary
focus. Moreover, GEAR UP officias have told program staff that there would be no site visits to
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grantees. GEAR UP program staff also informed us that they have not been instructed on how to
monitor grant activity. One of the risks of not monitoring grant funds, through site monitoring
vigits, is that a grantee may be using Federal funds for purposes other than intended and this
abuse may go undetected.

When we brought this matter to the attention of Department officials, they concurred withour
finding. We were informed that all GEAR UP staff received training in conducting onsite
reviews in September 2001 and each will participate in two on-site institutional reviews during
fiscal year 2002. The Department’ s written preliminary response, dated April 23, 2001,
indicated that GEAR UP officials have contacted Program Monitoring and Information
Technology (PMIT) for guidance on drafting an appropriate monitoring plan.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require:

3.1 GEAR UP officias develop and implement a strategic monitoring plan, annual
monitoring plan, and annua report as indicated in the ED Directive, GPA1-101 —
Monitoring Discretionary Grants and Cooperative Agreements.

3.2 GEARUP officias consider the use of grant fund monitoring as a means of providing
assurance that Federal grant funds are being safeguarded.

3.3  GEAR UP management implement training plans for individual program staff members,
especialy in the area of monitoring grant funds.

Finding No. 4 — Eligibility Checklists Not Completed

We found that the checklists utilized by GEAR UP program staff to determine applicants
eligibility were not completed. The three-page document consisted of general questions such as:

Are 50 percent of the students in the participating school(s) €ligible for free or reduced
lunch?

Are there at |least four partners?

Is there a 50 percent match over five yearsin cash or in-kind?
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The mgjority of the questions require only a checkmark indicating “yes’ or “no.” There were
some questions that required a brief narrative explanation. According to the Director of the
GEAR UP program, the checklist was a voluntary procedure implemented by the program office.
However, the Technical Review Plan for the GEAR UP State Grants and Partnership Grants for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 requires GEAR UP program staff to screen all accepted applications for
eligibility prior to the review process. By not determining eligibility prior to selecting gr antees
for funding, applicants not eligible for GEAR UP grants potentially could receive funding, and
review resources are expended on applications that are not eligible for consideration.

For our review, we analyzed 21 checklists, which encompassed 14 partnership and 7 state grant
applications. These 21 checklists were selected from the sample generated for analysis of
reviewer scores for the FY 2000 GEAR UP grant competition. Checklists were only completed
on grant applications that were selected for funding; therefore, al 21 of the applicants we
selected for review received funding in FY 2000.

We found that:

GEAR UP program staff reviewed eligibility only after the review process for applications
selected for funding had been compl eted.

Twenty of the 21 checklists were missing answers for at least one question. The most
skipped question dealt with verification that 50 percent of students in participating schools
were dligible for free or reduced lunch, a mgor eligibility requirement of the legislation.

Twelve of the 21 checklists did not have a narrative response with an answer or an
explanation for the lack of an answer to questions that required aresponse. Again, the
majority contained no explanation addressing the verification of the students eligible for free
or reduced lunch.

The Department concurred with our finding and made revisions to the Technical Review Plan for
the 2001 competition to complete all eigibility checks prior to the application being read or
scored. When we brought the matter regarding incomplete checklists to the Department’s
attention, its response stated that the checklist is not mandatory and was designed as an internal
document to merely identify al mandatory criteria and listed all essential assurances that the
applications must contain. When staff knew that an applicant met the eligibility criteria or the
eigibility was checked in another manner, the checklists were not completed. The response
continued by stating that all applications were carefully and thoroughly reviewed to determine
eligibility and no grants were awarded to applicants who were not igible to participate.
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GEAR UP program staff did not perform the eligibility screening until after the review process
had been completed. The timing of the review did not follow the guidance contained in the
Technical Review Plan, which required program staff to screen al qualified applications for
eligibility prior to the review process. Further, documentation should be maintained to support
review of grant applications for eligibility.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education assure that GEAR UP
program officials:

4.1  Follow the proceduresin place for determining the eligibility of an applicant prior to
submitting the application for review.

Finding No. 5 — Sample of Technical Review Forms and Panel Summary Sheets
Revealed Errors

Our objective was to determine if the scores from the individual reviewer’s technical review
forms were transferred correctly to the panel summary sheets and then to the funding date. We
found technical review forms and panel summary sheets completed by reviewers contained
errors related to either transferring the wrong scores to summary sheets or simple mathematical
errorsin calculating the scores. According to the Technical Review Plan, program staff were
responsible for reviewing al forms and checking for completeness and/or any major
discrepancies. It further states that it is the role of program staff to review completed technical
review forms for their mathematical accuracy, completion, consistency, and quality of comments
in justifying scores. To address our objective, we selected a sample of partnership applications
for review; in addition, we reviewed al FY 2000 state applications. Below are the results of the
review.

Partnership Applications

From the 258 FY 2000 GEAR UP partnership grant applications received, we randomly selected
50 applications for review. The universe included both funded and non-funded applications from
the FY 2000 competition. We reviewed the individua reviewer technical review forms and
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panel summary sheets for each of the selected applications. We determined that 43 of the 50
partnership applications reviewed contained some form of discrepancy.

Our review of the 50 partnership applications scored yielded the following results:

Thirteen of the 50 applications contained some error on the technical review form or panel
summary sheet related to the scores that reviewers assigned to GEAR UP grant applications.
None of the errors on the 13 applications resulted in any material impact on the applicants, e.g.,
keeping them out of the fundable range of scores or placing them in this range when they should
not have been. The largest difference on the technical review forms for the 13 applications was
two points, which yielded an average score difference of more than half a point. One error
resulted from scores being reversed between two criterions when the scores were transferred
from the individual criteria pages to the summary page. This reversal resulted in no change to
the total score. The differences noted would not have moved any of the applications into the
fundable range as their average scores were well below the funding cut-off.

In other instances, individual reviewers brought forward incorrect scores, failed to bring forward
changed scores, did not initial changes made, or reviewer comments were typed not written. For
the FY 2000 grant competition, none of the errors found in our review adversely affected any of
the applications.

State Applications

We reviewed all 21 state grant applications that the GEAR UP program office received for FY
2000; seven of these states received funding. The universe included both funded and nonfunded
applications from the FY 2000 competition. We reviewed the individual reviewer technical
review forms and panel summary sheets for each of the applications. We determined that 15 of
the 21 State applications reviewed contained some form of discrepancy. Two of the 15
applications contained math errors. Other discrepancies noted consisted of typed comments
instead of written, incomplete checklists, checklists indicating comments were written in ink
when they were typed, changes made were ot initialed and in one instance scores were written
in pencil.

For the FY 2000 grant competition, none of the errors found in our review adversely affected any
of the applicants. The differences we found in average score would not have moved any
applicants into or out of the fundable range.
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Not following written procedures already in place could jeopardize the integrity of the review
process by funding applications in error. Further, applications that should be funded may not
rank high enough to receive an award if changes are not carried forward correctly. This could
potentially affect whether an applicant receives funding.

The Reviewers Handbook: Instructional Handbook for the 2000 GEAR UP Grant Review
Process--stated that reviewers were to write their evaluationsin ink. The Technical Review Plan
also required reviewers to independently change their scores and edit or amend their comments
inink.

The Department agreed that there were errors in the technical review forms and Panel Summary
Sheets. The Department stated that in the new Technical Review Plan for the 2001 competition,
changes would be instituted to minimize the possibility of errorsin the review process. No
scores will be logged in as complete without approval from both a Department of Education
employee serving as a panel monitor and another Department of Education employee serving in
the control room. To further address this concern, the Department plans to dedicate one staff
member in the control room to check for mathematical errors, transposed numbers, and incorrect
transfer of numbers from the technical review forms to the panel summary sheets. In addition,
the guidance for readers has been changed to indicate specifically that reviewers may write in ink
or type their comments.

Recommendation
We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education assure that:

51  GEAR UP management follows the procedures it has in place for the application review
process.
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Background

Congress authorized the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
(GEAR UP) as part of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (Public Law 105-244). The
GEAR UP program is designed to accel erate the academic achievement of cohorts of
disadvantaged middlie and secondary school students. The goal is to support institutions of
higher education, local schools, community-based organizations, businesses, and Statesin
working together to help students and their parents gain needed knowledge and strengthen
academic programs and student services in the schools. GEAR UP provides two types of
competitive grants, partnership and state, that supports early college preparation and awareness
activities at the local and state levels. OPE’s Policy, Planning, and Innovation Office currently
administers the GEAR UP program. GEAR UP grants are five years in length.

Partnership grants are submitted on behalf of alocally designed partnership between one or more
local education agencies acting on behalf of an elementary or secondary school, one or more
degree-granting institution of higher education, and at least two community organizations or
entities. These other entities could include such organizations as arts groups, businesses,
religious groups, college student organizations, state agencies, family organizations, or parent
groups. Partnership grants must include an early intervention component. The maximum annual
Federal contribution under Partnership grants is $800 per each student served. The early
intervention comporent involves the project providing early college awareness and preparation
activities for participating students through comprehensive mentoring, counseling, outreach, and
supportive services.

For state grants, the governor of a state designates which state agency will apply for and
administer a GEAR UP grant. State projects must include both early intervention and
scholarship components. The scholarship component means a project shall establish or maintain
afinancial assistance program that awards scholarships to GEAR UP €ligible students so that
they may attend institutions of higher education. Partnership grants have the option of including
a scholarship component.

The Department’ s 1999 Performance Reports and 2001 Plans, as submitted under the
requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), contains the GEAR UP
program objectives and indicators for measuring program success. The GEAR UP program
supports this objective and has as its goal to ensure that disadvantaged middle school and
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secondary school students are prepared for, pursue, and succeed in postsecondary education. The
Department’ s measures address the following areas related to students participating in the GEAR
UP program. The objectives are to increase:

Academic performance and preparation for postsecondary education of participating
students;

High school graduation rates and participation in postsecondary education of participating
students; and

Educational expectations for participating students and student and family knowledge of
postsecondary education options, preparation, and financing.

Section 404A of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), as added by Public Law 105-244,
authorizes the Secretary to establish a program that--

1) encourages eligible entities to provide or maintain a guarantee to eligible low-
income students who obtain a secondary school diploma (or its recognized
equivalent), of the financial assistance necessary to permit the students to attend
an ingtitution of higher education; and

2 supports eligible entities in providing--

(A) additional counseling, mentoring, academic support, outreach, and supportive
services to elementary school, middle school, and secondary school students
who are at risk of dropping out of school; and

(B) information to students and their parents about the advantages of obtaining a
postsecondary education and the college financing options for the students
and their parents.

The intent of the GEAR UP program, as expressed in the legidative history surrounding the law,
isto provide low income children with the assurance that financial aid for postsecondary
education would be available, as well as connecting these children with mentoring and support
services to enable them to succeed. The program, based upon GEAR UP progam
documentation, addresses the challenge of helping more low-income students become prepared
academically and financially to enter into and succeed in college. According to documentation
we reviewed, measuring these areas provides a means of adequately gauging the success of the
GEAR UP program.
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The first GEAR UP grant was awarded in fiscal year 1999. During this first award year, the
Department awarded 164 partnership grants and 21 state grants. 1n 2000, 73 partnership grants
and seven state grants were awarded. GEAR UP appropriations for 1999 totaled $120 million,
with $200 million appropriated in 2000.
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

The purpose of our audit was to determine if the Department had implemented adequate
management controls to administer the GEAR UP program in accordance with legidative,
regulatory, and its own internal administrative requirements. We focused on the FY 2000 grant
competition from the development of the application Technical Review Plan to the awarding of
grant funds. In addition, we determined whether the measures established for the GEAR UP
program as contained in the Department’ s annual performance plan, under the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA), adequately addressed the program goals as defined by the
enacting legidation.

To accomplish our audit objectives, we reviewed applicable laws and Federa regulations
governing the enactment of the GEAR UP program. In addition, we conducted interviews with
program officials and staff in the GEAR UP office located in Washington, D.C. and obtained and
analyzed documentation related to the project. We reviewed all 21 funded and nonfunded state
applications and randomly selected 50 of the 258 funded and nonfunded partnership
applications that the GEAR UP office received for consideration during the FY 2000 grant
competition.

We conducted our fieldwork at the GEAR UP program office during the periods November 6-9
and November 28-30, 2000. We conducted an exit conference at the GEAR UP office on April 9,
2001. We continued to collect and analyze information and the GEAR UP written response to
our preliminary findings, dated April 23, 2001, in our office through July 2001. We discussed
our findings with GEAR UP officials again on March 11, 2002. Our audit was conducted in
accordance with government auditing standards appropriate to the scope of the review described
above.
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Statement on Management Controls

As part of our audit, we assessed the Department’ s management controls applicable to the scope
of thisreview. This assessment included a determination of whether the processes used by the
Department’s GEAR UP office related to the area of compliance with Federal regulations; and
internal policies and procedures provided a reasonable level of assurance that the GEAR UP
program is being appropriately administered.

For the purpose of this report, we assessed and classified the significant management controls
into the following categories:

Development and implementation of the Technical Review Plan
Reviewers scores
Funding date

Because of inherent limitations and the limited nature of our review, a study and evaluation made
for the limited purposes described above would not necessarily disclose all material weaknesses
in the control structure. However, our assessment disclosed weaknesses at the Department’ s
GEAR UP office related to the area of compliance with Federal regulations, as well as with
internal policies and procedures. These weaknesses are discussed in the Audit Results section of
this report.
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Exhibit 1
GEAR UP Criteria

Definition of Eligible Entity: Section 404A(c) of the HEA defines an eligible grant recipient for
the GEAR UP Program as —

(1) aState; or
(2) apartnership consisting of--

(A) one or more local educational agencies acting on behalf of - -
() one or more elementary schools or secondary schools; and
(ii) the secondary schools that students from the schools described in clause (i)
would normally attend;
(B) one or more degree granting institutions of higher education; and
(C) at least two community organizations or entities, such as businesses, professional
associations, community-based organizations, philanthropic organizations, State
agencies, ingtitutions or agencies sponsoring programs authorized under subpart
4, or other public or private agencies or organizations.

Program Regulations: GEAR UP program regulations (34 C.F.R. 88 694.2 and 694.3) specify
that if a partnership or State applicant has chosen the cohort method for providing early
intervention services, the applicart must provide service to at least one entire grade level (cohort)
of students beginning not later than the 7*" grade. The cohort to be served must be from a
participating school that has a 7" grade and at least 50 percent of the students must be eligible
for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act. An exception in 8694.3 (a)
states that a cohort may consist of al the students in a particular grade level at one or more
participating schools who reside in public housing as defined in section 3(b) (1) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937.

GEAR UP program regulations (34 C.F.R. § 694.7) further define the matching requirements for
apartnership. For a GEAR UP partnership, the applicant must state the percentage of cost of the
GEAR UP project that the partnership will provide each year from non-Federal funds and
comply with this percentage for each year of the project period. The nonFedera share of the
cost of the GEAR UP project must be not less than 50 percent of the total cost over the project
period. The regulations stipulate that a partnership with three or fewer institutions of higher
education as members may provide less than 50 percent, but not less than 30 percent, of the total
cost over the project period if it includes the following:
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A fiscal agent that is eligible to receive funds under Title V (Hispanic-serving
institutions), or Part B of Title Il (Historically Black Colleges), or section 316 or 317
of the HEA (American Indian Tribally Controlled Colleges and Alaska Native and
Native Hawaiian-serving institutions), or alocal educational agency;

Only participating schools with a 7' grade in which at least 75 percent of the students
are digible for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act; and
Only local educational agenciesin which at least 50 percent of the students enrolled
are digible for free or reduced-price lunch under the National School Lunch Act.

ED-OIG
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Appendix A
GEAR UP Officials Response to Preliminary Audit Results
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AUDIT ScRVICES

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT QF EDUCA’I‘IO]
KANSAS CITY. 10

OFFICE OF POSTSECONIARY EDUCATION

MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 23, 2001
T Bill Allen v

|.1sa Robinson
Rehecca Link
Frances Gross

2. ka o
FROM: Maurecn A. Mclaughlin W Z }\ﬂ -

Depuly Assistant Scerclary for
Policy, Planning and Innovation

SUBJECT:  Audit of the Administration of the GEAR UP Program

Thank you for meeting with me on April 9 to discuss your initral findings with respect to your
audit of the administration of the GEAR UP Program. | found your comments and suggestions
10 be helpful, and T have alrcady taken a number of steps 1o address the issucs that you raised.
Afler our meeting, | revised our technical review plan to incorporate your suggestions. 1 have
attached a copy of our original technical review plan and its amendments and will discuss the
changes below. 1 will also address a few items from your findings that nced further clarification.

Finding Point Sheet# 1: Lligibility Check

In your first finding, you identified two issucs relating to the way eligibility was delenmined
Jduring the last competition: 1) that eligibility wus checked after the field reading was compieted
rather than before, and 2) that ¢ligibility checklists were not sufficiently compileted.

(n the first point, we agree that it would be better to check for basic cligibility before the ficld
reading begins. Afler my meeling with you, [ revised our technical review plan to indicate that
in our 2001 competition, eligibility checks will be done by GEAR UP stafl members before
applications are sent lo reviewcers. If an applicant is nol eligible to receive funding, the
application will not be read or scored by field readers.

On the second point, 1 would like to clarify that the checklist used in the last compelibon was
designed as an internal document lo assist statf in checking mandatory criletia and essentiol
assurances. Usc of the checklist was not mandatory, and, in many cases, the checklists did not
become part of the official file. The checklist merely dentified all mandatory criteria and listed
all essential assurances that the applications must contain. ln some cases, when stafl knew that
an applicant met the cligibility criteria or the eligibility was checked in another munner, the
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checklists were not completed fully. All applications, however, were carcfully and thoroughly
reviewed to determine cligibihity, and no grants were awarded to applicants who were not
cligible to participate. 1f you would like to verily that our granices are eligible lo participatc in
the progrant, we would be glad 10 assist you in doing so. [n the 2001 competition, we will
institule a more consistent use of checklists.

Finding Point Sheet #2: Errors in Technical Review Forms and Panel Summary Sheets

Your sceond finding related to crrors in the technical review formis and pancl summary sheets.

In GEAR UP’s 2001 competition, we will institute changes 1n the review process (o mininuze the
possibility of eimor. Tn our new technical review plan, we designed the revicw process to insure
that all technical review forms and pane! summary sheets are reviewed by two Department of
Lducation stafl. Na scores will be logged in as compete without approval from both a
Lyepartment of Education employee serving as a panel momior and another Department of
Fducation employee serving in the control room. To {urther address this concern, we will
dedicate one stallf member in the control room 1o checking for mathematical errors, transposed
numbers, and incorrect (ransfer of numbers from the technical review forms 1o the pancl
summary sheels.

Many of the discrepancies that you note as part of this finding were instances in which comments
were typed rather than written in “ink.” While it is truc that many of the comments were typed,
we do not belicve that this is a concermn. The reason thal we mandated that readers use mk was
that we did not want comments written in a media that could be changed alter-the-fact (such as
pencil). We considered typewritten comments to be in “ink” and to be acceptable. In fact, we
prefer conuments Lo be typed, because typed comments arc casier for applicants to read and
understand and, in our expericnce, typed comments tend 1o be more thoughtful than handwritten
comments. Accordingly, we have revised our technical review plan and our reader’s handbook
to ndicate specifically that reviewers may write in ink or Lype their comments.

Finding Point Sheet #3: YWarrants

Your third finding suggests that the official who obligated the 2000 funding cycle grants did nol
possess the correct warrant to obligate the funds. The funds were obligated by Vicki Payne. At
that time, Vicki was serving as my chicf of staff, and she posscssed an Olfice of Postsceondary
Gducation (OPFE) warrant of the correct size Lo obligate the funds. Although her name did not
appear on the GEAR UP official list, it is our understanding from OPE’s exccutive office that
anyone who has an OPF warrant of correct size may obligate [unds for any OPL program. We
acted according to thal understanding. We have since updaled the GEAR UP list to include
Vicki and plan to obtain warrants for several GEAR UP staff.

Finding Point Sheet #4: Menitoring

In your last finding, you note that GEAR UP does not have a monitoring plan al this ume and
that (GEAR UP’s focus is on technical assistance rather than monitoring. Last weck, Thana
Hayman of Prograni Monitoring and Information Technology (PMIT) in OPE addressed the

GEAR UP stafi regarding the implementation of a monitoring plan that will in¢lude both



moniloring and technical assistance. We are currently scheduling a meceting with Diana and some
of the arca representatives whe work under her to help us dralt an appropriale monitoring plan.

'] can assist vou further, please contact me at (202} 502-7950. Thank you.

Attachments



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

DATE: April 17, 2001

TO: Maureen A. McTl.aughlin
Deputy Assistant Secrctary
Policy, Planning and Innovation (PPI)

FROM: Vicki V. Payne
Management and Program Analyst
Policy, Planning and Innovation {PP1}

SUBJECT:  Request for approval of Amendments 10 the Technical Review Plan for Gaining
Early Awarcness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs {GEAR UP) for
Tiscal Year 2001 Competition {CFDA No. 84.334)

Attached for your review and approval arc Amendment(s to Technical Review Plan (I'RP) for
Gaining Barly Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) for the fiscal
year 2001 grant competition. These amendments provide for an eligibility check prior to the
peer review, allow commcenis to be typed, and eliminate the rubric from the list of documents
that will be sent to reviewers.

Amendments Approved: Mﬁﬁ[ﬂa- : ’ ‘/}f £ .50/
Signature Date

Amendments Disapproved:

Signutarce Date

Attachment



Amendments to the Gaining Early Awarencss and Readiness for Undergraduate
Programs (GEAR UP) Technical Review Plan for Y2001

1} Add the following langnage to the end of scction 111, PREPARATION FOR THE
REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS, A. Application Receipt:

Ail applications will be screened for program eligibility by GEAR UP staff
priors 10 the peer Teview. An application found to be incligible wilt be
reviewed by the compelition manager and the GEAR UP dircclor to
determinc if the application should be cvaluated by the extemal reviewers.

2) Delete *, nubnc” from scction 1IJ. PREPARATION FOR THE REVIEW OFF
APPLICATIONS, B. Procedure for Selecting Non-Tederal Experts, on page 5.

3) Add the followmy language to the end of section TV. CONDUCT THE REVIEW, B.
Reviewer/Pancl Specifications:

Comments should be typewritten or handwritten in ink.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY ELUCATION

" DATE : April 5, 2001
TO : Maurecn A. McLaughlin
Deputy Assistant Secretary

Policy, Planning and Innovation (PPI)

FROM : Vicki V. Payne
: Management and Program Analyst
Policy, Planning and Innovation (PPY)

SUBIECT - Request for Approval of the Technical Review Plan for Gaining Early
. Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP) for
Fiscal Year 2001 Competition (CFDA No. 84.334)

Attached for your review and approval is the Technical Review Plan (TRP) for Gaining Eagly
Awarencss and Readincss for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UF) for the fiscal year 2001
grant competition.

This TRP provides a description of the procedures for evaluating applications, the revicw
schedule, critenia used for identifying and selecting reviewers, method for ranking applications -
for funding, and other pertincnt information rogarding how the grant compelition wili be
conducted. ' :

The Congress appropriated $295 million for GEAR UP fiscal year 2001 funds. The {otal amount
availablc for new discretionary grant awards is approximately $60 million. Through this
competition, we anticipate making approximatcly 75-90 partnership grant awards and 9-12 slatc
grant awards.

The notice inviting applications for new awards for fiscal year 2003 was posted in the Federal
Register of January 19, 2001 under CEDA No. 84.334. The closing date for the acceptance of
applications is March 30, 2001, The peer revicw of applications will be conducted on May 20-

23.
M ' 0 5, 2ea
Plan Approved : MH#L«% /
Signalure Date _
Plan Disapproved: _ -
Stgnature Date

Attachments



GAINING EARLY AWARENESS AND READINESS FOR
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GAINING EARLY AWARENESS AND READINESS FOR
UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS (GEAR UP)

TECHMNICAL REVIEW PLAN FOR Y2601

DESCRIPTIVE AND HISTORICAL INFORMATION

A. Program Description

GEAR UP is a discreticnary grant prograrm authorized under Chapter 2 of subpart 2 of
Part A of Title 1V of the Higher Education Acl of 1965, as recently amended by the
Higher Education Amendments of 1998 {Public Law 105-244). The mission of GEAR
UP is to increase significantly the number of lTow-income students who are prepared to
enter and succeed in post-sccondary education.

B. Types of Grants

Partnership Grants (84.334A) support multi-year grants to parinecships consisting of
colleges and low-income middic schools and at Jeast two other entities-— such as
community organizations, businesses, religious groups, college student organizations,
State agencies, family organizations, or parent groups —- 10 INCTeAsc college-going rates
among low-income youth throu gh comprehensive mentoting, counseling, outreach, mMore
rigorous coursework, and supportive seryvices for participating students.

State Grants (84.3348) support multi-year grants o States Lo provide early college
awareness activities, information on affording college including financial assistance, and
improved acadcmic support {hrough mentoring, counseling, outreach, supportive services
and scholarships. '

C. Recent Funding Information

FY99 Funding — $120m (minus costs for fickd reading, cvaluation, and 217 Century
Scholars Certificates) o

Type of Grant | Tunding # of Projects Average Award
Partnership 75,601,381 | 164 461,000

Siate 41,788,898 21 1,990,000

IFY00 Funding — $200m (minus costs for field reading, evaluation, and 21¥ Century
Scholars Certificates) _ . L
Type of Grant Funding ]_# of Awards Average Award

Partnership | 33,536,394 73 | 460,000

State 12,077,623 |7 1,725,374

Conlinualion 151,806,317
funding




11.

1.

D. Fiscal Year 2001 Funding Level

The total GEAR UP appropdation for FY 2001 is $295 million. Of the funds
appropriaied, approximately $35.5 million will be availuble for new Partnership awards
and $23 million for new State awards. This will support an estimated 75-90 partnership
grants and 9-12 stale grants.

GENERAL INFORMATON

The notice inviting applicaticns for new awards for fiscal year 2001 was posted in the
Federal Register of January 19, 200] under CFDA No. 84.334. The closing date for the
acceptance of applications is March 30,2001, The review of applications for both
Partnership and State grant awards will be conducted on May 20-23 at the Marriotl
Wardrman Park Hotel in Washington, D.C. We anticipate recclving approXimaicly 300
applications.

PREPARATION FOR TIIE REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS

A. Application Receipt

The Application Control Center {ACC) will accept applications that are postmarked by
March 30, 2001 in accordance with the Notice Inviting Applications for New Awards.
After ACC’s log-in, all applicalions will be forwarded to the designated conlractor to
assess completeness of applications in terins of the number of copies provided, missing
pages, required forms, cic. The Department’s contractor, BT] Associates, will
immediately place the original applications in a file folder. The pertinent information
such as the proposal number, the applicant’s state and name will be eatercd mto a

database. All applications that mect the closing date requircment will be reviewed.

Applicants can submit select forms, such as the title page, students served form, budget
summary form, eic., clectronically, however, all forms must also he incleded in original
application in hard copy jorm and arc accepied only until the closing date. All
information submitted by the applicant is stored in a database. After the closing date,
applicants will not be able to submit corrections.

B. Procedure for Identilving and Selecting Non-Federal Experls

Bligible revicwers will be selected from the GEAR UP Revicwer Database. This database
contains Prospective reviewcers with cxpertise in one or more of the following arcas:

¥ Stale reform in K-12 education:

% The teaching needs of K-12 school districts, and particularly those with mi ddle
schools n high poverly areas;

The support that new teachers need in their first fow yoars of teaching;

'\;.'



Teaching at the college level;

Liarly awareness/college preparation programs;

Fostering strong working relationships the school districts and universitics;

The particular teaching needs of hi gh-need school distncts;

Management and governance issues related to the development and sustainability of
partnerships among high need school districts, postsecondary inslitutions, CBOs,
pusinesses and other community groups; and

% Other issues reluted to enable all of students to achicve high academic standards.

YYYYY

Reviewers will be assigned to panels with an eyc toward achieving a balance in texms ol
training, professional experlise and expericnee as a reviewer. To the extent possible,
panels will be comprised of revicwers representing a cross section of individuals from
public and private postsecondary institutions of education, experts in the edueation of al-
risk students, cxperts in school community parinerships, and experts in K-12 education
and administration. Moreover, overall racialfethnic represcntation within the revicwer
pool will be sought. There will be eight applications assigned to cach panel of three

TCYISWELS,

A packet of materials will be sent by Federal Express to all reviewers approximately
threc wecks pror (o the review. This packet will include a confirmation letier, reviewers’
guide, applicalion package, GEAR UP statute and regulations, technical review forms, a
rubric, an orientation video and eight applications for the review to read and a disk
containing all relevant forms. Al forms and review material will also be available on the
GLAR UP web site for revicwers. The DTI Associates will make all trave] arrangements
and sci up reservations at the hotel.

Iv. CONDUCT THE REVIEW

A. Review Specificalions

There will be an oricnlation for reviewers by conference call approximaiely three weeks
before the review. There will also be further orientation in person cn the first day
immediatcly afler registration.  Reviewers will begin paneling immediately after the
orientation and continue paneling until all assi gned applications have been clearcd by the
Department of Education control room. After fina! decisions and scoring have occurred
for an application, the panel chair will compile packets (3TRFs and 1 applicati on) and
forward them 10 the ED panel moniter for his or her review. While reviewers arc
paneling, 5D panel monitors will revicw packets and provide technical assistance. After
a thorongh review, ED pancl monitors will forward completed packets to the control
oot for final review and clearance, Afier a packet has reccived final clearance from the
conlrol reom, all forms will be delivered to DTL. DTI will log the scores and file the
forms. Once D11 has logged in scores for all of & reviewer's applications, the reviewer
will receive an honarana check and an inveoice, which will need to be mailed to the
designated contractor with receipls for processing. The schedale of aclivilies and peer
review agenda arc atlached. (Auachments A and B)



B. Reviewer/Panel Specifications

Therc will be approximately 40 panels, and 3 reviewers per pancl. Approximately 8
applications will be assigned to cach pancl. Revicwers will have independently read and
evaluated the merit of applications in accordance with the published selection criteria
prior to paneling. Reviewers may, on the basis of panel discussions, independently
change their scores and edit or amend their comments in ink. While panel consensus 1%
not required, all readers’ comments must be clearly supperiive of any scores given. A
cecord of discussion form will be required for all applications with a final point difference
of eleven points of greater.

Reviewers’ Orientation. Reviewcers will be oricnted to the review process through a
one-hour conference call approximately three weeks before the review, a video mailed to
thern with the applications, and 2 one and half hour oricntation that will be held on the
first day of the scheduled review . The following topics will be discussed during the
origntation:

¥ Tunding process and the reviewer’s role and responsibilities;

» Purpose of panel meetings and the paneling process;

¥ Application, program Jegislation and regulations, and the applicable pravisions in the
Education Depariment General Administrative Regulations (lEDGAR);

% Application technical review form and the published selection criteria;

% Conflict of Interest form; and

% Rolc and responsibilitics of 12 stail.

Reviewers’ Honoraria. Reviewers will reccive honoraria checks, based on a flat rate of
$100 per proposal read with an additional $100 to cach panel chair, after final clearance
of all applications. During the checkout process, and before the revicwer receives their
honorarium check, they will receive an expense reporl that they will aced to fill out,
attach teceipls (such as taxi reccipts}, and mail back to for processing. Reviewers will
also reccive a per diem amount to cover accommedations and meals. DTI Associales
will reimburse reviewers as quickly as possible (25 days or less).

Replacing Reviewers. If during the course of (he on sitc Teview, a reviewer is either
unzble or unwilling to fulfill the responsibilities (hat the Program has sct forth for the
field reviewers during the oricntation, then the following procedures will be put into
practice:

% A panel monitor must determine and document {hat a reader is remiss in ong Or Mote
of the following areas:
« missing two or more deadlines for pane] discussions and/or deadlines for
proposal Teview complction, and/or



. writing inappropriate or inadegquate comments in justifying scores (after staff
has instructed the reviewer on ways to improve the types of comments being
written), andfor

. conducting him/herself in an unprofessional manner.

w7

The monitor must then present this information to the competition hanager.

\;.f

The competition manager will then mect with the panel monitor and the reader being
considered Tor dismissal o discuss the gituation and determine whether the reader will
be dismissed.

% If the competition manager delermines that a reader needs (o be replaced, she and the
pancl monitor will document the reasons for the actions taken in the funding
memorandum and the official competition file.

Purpose of Panel Discussions

% To share judgments and ratings about the proposed activities if a specific activity 13
not reeommended for support;

% Tohelp cach individual reader assess his or her judgment and ratings relative 1o the
pane! discussion of each particular application;

% To clarify items in the application which may have been missed inadveriently, thus
having an impact on the points awarded; and

% To eliminate, where possible, wide variances (i.e., 11 points or more} between the
highest overall rating and the lowest, when those variances might be artificially
causcd by misunderstanding. I a eleven point difference still exists a Record of
Discussion will be completed by the panel.

. Role of ET} Siaff

Throughout each working day of the pancl review scssions, ED stafl will monitor the
process and will be present to answer questions, provide technical assistancc, log
applications in and out, and moniter panel meetings and discussions. The ED staff will
serve 48 menitors for pancl discussions, but will not enter into the substantive discussion
of the strengths and weaknesses of the applications. Additionally, the ED stafl will
review technical review forms for completencss, consistency, quality of comments in
justifying scores and mathematical accuracy. And finally, ED staff will asscss whethet
there are wide differences in panels’ scoring.



VI.

D. Conflict of Interest

The GEAR UP staft will comply with the “Conflict of Interesi” policies and procedurcs
stated under the departmental dircclive issued by Deputy Secrctary in the memorandum.
1n compliance with this memo, GEAR UP will be using ED Form 5249-2, 3/G0.

Fach reader will be given a list of applications {rom which he/she will determine il &
conflict of intercst exists. He/she will then discuss any potential conflicts of interest with
thc appropriate Program Offici al. Any discussion regarding these potential conflicts will
he recorded on ED form 5249-2, Information in that reeord of discussion will include the
following: the nature of the conflict, the name of the applicant and staie und PR/Award
number, the name(s) of the person{s} with whom the reader discusses the issue, the dale,
and the resolution of that discussion. The reader will certify by signature that no conflict
of interest exists and a waiver will be issued by the Principal Officer of the Principal
Office administering this competition, with the concarrence of the Ethics Division in the
Office of the General Counsel. The waiver along with this concurrence will permit the
reader 10 participate as a revicwer in this competition.

No reader will be assigned applications from his or her state in order to eliminate a
potential conflict of intercst. No reader will read any application from an nstitution of
current employment or previous employment within the last 12 months. No rcader wili
read an application that he/she helped to develop or wriie or (hat was submitled by an
institution/organization at which he/she cxpects (o be employed in the event funding is

awarded.

FUNDING DECISIONS

Ranking Applications After Final Review. A rank-order listing of all final applications
will be prepared based on the final score assigned to cach application. The final score for
an application will be derived by averaging the scores of the non-Federal cxperts.

Applications will be recommended for funding in rank order. Il two or more applications
have the same final score in rank for the Jast proposal that can be funded, based on
avuilable funds, program staff will sclect the applicant(s) whose activities will focus (or
have the most impact) on LEAs and schools located in onc (or more) of the Nation’s
Bmpowcrment Zones and Eaterprise Communitics.

COMPLETION OF REVIEW

Enter Scores and Rank Applications. Upon completion of the review, all scores
will be entered into the database to create a ranking of the applications.

Data Review and Eligibility Check. Upon completion of the review, GEAR UP stalf
will review all Reader Summary Reports (individual and panel). Buodgets will be



reviewed and analyzed for unallowable activities and costs. Staft will make
cecommendation for budget revisions at this time. Any applications that elicit further
questions will receive further review by the GEAR UP staff.

Prepare of Final Slates, GEAR UP stalf will review all files and make {inal
recommendations.

Enter Dalta into GAPS. GEAR UP staff will enter data into GAPS.

Notify Successful Applicants. Applicants will receive official notification of their grant
award on or around June 30.

Document and Dispose Applications. Once the rank order slates for State grant awards
and Partnership grant awards have been approved by the Deputy Assistant Secretary [or
Policy, Planning, and [nnovation, and the Assistant Seerclary for Postsecondary
Education has concurred, the authorized OPE official will obligate the awards. After
these awards arc obligated, the Office of Legislation and Congressional Affairs wiil
notily the appropriate congressional oftice of the pending award. Regret lctters will be
sent 1o unsuccessful applicants within 90 days after the above notification process is
compicted.

During the same time pericd, program staff will initiate contacts with granlees to develop
work plans for assessing project objectives, acliviiies, oulcomes and measures; and to
reach agrecment on program budgets. Additionally, a plan will be established to
implement staff meniloring and technical assistance. Award documents will be generated
by program staff and forwarded to each graniee.

Far each successful applicant recommended for funding, the siaff should have alrcady
deveioped an official program file. At a minimum, each file will include the on ginal
application, readers’ comments, the work plan and revised budgeis for each year that the
grant is awarded funds.

Unsuccessful applicants may reguest, in writing, information about the decision not fund *
their application. This information may include the lechnical review forms and the rank
order. The program office will rotain the technical review forms for ene year afler the
closing date of March 30, 2001. The orginal applications of unsuccessful applicants will
he forwarded to the Federal records center for three years.



Altachment A

GAINING EARLY AWARENESS AND REATHNESS FOR

January 19, 2001:

March 30, 2001:

May 2, 2001:

May 4-9, 2001:

May 9-19, 2001

May 20-23, 2001

June 30, 2001:

UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS (GEAR ur)

FY 2001 GRANT COMPETITION

SCHEDULE OF ACTIVITIES

Notice inviting applications {or new awards {or fiscal year 2001
was posted in the Federal Register under CEFDA No. 84.334,

Closing date for the acceptance of applications.

Packet of materials including a confirmation letter, revicwer's
guide, application package, GEAR UP statute and regulations,
technical review {orms, a Tubric, and orientation video, and cight
applications, and a disk containing relevant forms sent Lo ICVIEWETS
by Federal Express.

Oricntation Confercnce calls with revicwers.

Reviewers read and prepare initial commenis on applications.
Reviewers come to the Marriott Wardman Park Hotel in
Washinglon, D.C. to discuss applications with other pancl

members.

Final Award Notifications sent to successful applicants.
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Attachment I}

Peer Review Agenda

Sunday, May 20 Regiswration - Rechera will register and pick-up pertinent
12-1PM o *mfm'matmn Lunch vnll be :pnmded

36 PM- TuT iPapeling o L o “Rm.:sc'c;rs wﬂldlsbusspmpo' 'sandfurward
- : R PO .- (3TREs and 1 applicatin} to FD statf for
. feview ¢ fter finial-decisionsand scoring flave

g :'bccurmd for. eauh apphcatmn,

. o ' S S ;W]ulc TEVIGWErS panel ED staff wdl 1ONItor

. N - 0 Upanbls—reviewing: packets. and providing -
“teshiical assisance.

Monday, May 7 -Breaktast

8:00 — B:5S AM

12:00-12:55PM -Luooch

5:00PM - until  Reviewers’ Qptions; - " Reviewers can conlinue paneling, have dinner, of

-Contipue w0 Panel : prepare fot the next day.
-Dinnetr

-Prepare for neat day

Tuesday, May 22 -Breakfast
8§:00 — 8:55 AM

L1



S stal'f wxllpm\ridc updatc on the pmgrcs:-. of the
_ancls and wi ill-diseusy any conceins that arise
,unng t'.hc’ compctltmn. Lunch wﬂ] be, pmwde&

Meeting of all revizwers and ED
s.tafﬂLunch : :

12:00:12:55 PM

500 PM --untit -
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Audit of Gaining Early Awar eness and Readiness for Undergraduate

Programs

Report Distribution List

Action Officia

Sally Stroup, Assistant Secretary
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